Introduction
The authors should provide a reference to the first claim they made under the introduction section. Method The whole method section should be re-written. After reading the methods, I could not understand exactly what was done to collect the data. It will be helpful if the authors can group each item under the method section and describe them in different paragraphs. In that case, readers can understand what items were used to gather the data and what sort of information were collected, by who and from who. They should also explain further and clearly the eligibility criteria. P7, lines 18-19 the authors should provide to readers the sources of the two ethical declarations they mentioned. Results P7, line 28, "35" should be qualified with the word "age". P7, lines 23-47, the results were presented without referring readers to which Tables were being explained. Apparently, most of the figures cannot be found on the tables. Again, provide space between 95% and CI Under the introduction section, the authors made the following statement "term "residents" or "resident physicians" in this article will refer to recent graduates from medical school who are licensed to practice medicine and are undergoing training in a medical specialty" BUT on p7, lines 38-40, they mentioned "88.5% of the residents analyzed were nonsmoker" and also mentioned "87.9% among only resident physicians". These statements appear the authors are talking about two different groups which is contrary to the above quotation from the introduction. Again on p8, line 13 they mentioned resident nurses so the question is, is the study about resident physicians or about all health workers? Discussion Under the methods section the authors mentioned that they followed the STROBE guidelines but this is not what they did under the discussion. They rather began the section with reports from what other people have done or reported which is a sharp contradiction to the prescriptions of the guidelines I suggest that the discussion should be re-written by following the STROBE guidelines.
Conclusion
The authors chose to make a concluding statement on mental health patients and other issues which are not part of the focus of the study. I suggest they should rather concentrate on the issues in their study.
Thank you.
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer: 1 -Some more fruitful discussions as why it has been decreased can be added by more analysis of variables as to why the prevalence has decreased.
RESPONSE
We begin the paragraph in page 10 with "We suggest some reasons that have influenced in this progressive and meaningful downward trend in smoking among young physicians", and we remark the main factors. "Firstly…" "Secondly"… We illustrate it with table 4 and 5 trying to warm up to the reader about the importance of the protective law to decrease the smoking prevalence, especially in the younger generation as far as they have grown up with it.
-A sample qualitative study to understand the same would be useful RESPONSE Please see page 12, at the end of the discussion section where we pointed that "a future qualitative study to understand why the prevalence has decreased would be useful".
Reviewer: 2 -The manuscript has considerable limitations and it is impossible to be published in its current form. A major shortcoming of the present paper is the fact that it contains heterogeneous information from different populations, and different time periods (1986, 1992, 2016) . A second limitation is the poor statistical analysis of the data. The authors failed to present the results of a univariate and multivariate analysis of smoking prevalence. In fact, the analysis is restricted to gender and age. A third major limitation is related to the absence of data on response rate. This information should be also included in the abstract. Also, the abstract should reflect the sampling methodology and implications of the study.
We have re organized the objectives as well as the results. We focus now in the 2016 prevalence study (main objective), and secondary, in the discussion section we compare with other studies including both from our hospital. To verify the existence of differences in tobacco consumption according to age, gender, medical specialty and year of residence, a bivariate analysis was performed, applying the of Mann-Whitney U tests, Kruskal-Wallis test and Pearson's chi-squared test. Afterwards, a multivariate analysis was carried out, using multiple logistic regression and considering the status of smoker as the outcome variable. Age, gender, specialty and year of residence were included in the model as independent variables. The goodness of fit of the model was checked through the Hosmer-Lemeshow test. Please see the paragraph in "Data analysis". We include the response rate (99.4%), and implications of the study, also in the abstract. Please, notice that there was no sampling methodology because we considered all the resident physicians in this period as the target population because their occupational exams are mandatory by law. Therefore we could registered their tobacco consume habits, except in the in the cases whom the occupational health doctor did not registered it (2/326).
-Discussion: The first 13 lines should be placed with the introduction section of the manuscript.
We have placed it in the introduction section. RESPONSE We mention it in the discussion (28.8% of the prevalence for current cigarette smoking among Greek medical students), and also about the importance of the training in tobacco counseling in their studies (Secondly, and related with that former issue, training programs, including medical… / …and training is crucial in this aspect). Now is the reference 31.
Reviewer: 3 Abstract -The whole abstract has to be re-written. For example the statement "evaluating consumption trends in medical staff" (line 16) is quite vague.
The whole abstract has been re-written. Please see page 3.
Comment: Participants -"group" should be removed and replaced with cohort -p1, line 35 RESPONSE Please, consider that is a cross sectional study. We have placed "cohort" in the conclusions paragraph according with that young physicians educated when the tobacco protective law was enacted.
Results -The result presented in the abstract section is unclear. Provide spaces between 95% and CI -p1, lines 40 to 45.
The whole abstract has been re-written and the spaces between 95% and CI -provided. Please see page 3.
-The topic is about physicians and not all health workers so make the necessary correction. P1, line 42.
We have replaced "health workers" with "resident physicians".
Article summary -Authors need to check grammatical errors in the manuscript. The sentence "It has been possible to produce a selection bias" should be corrected, p4 line 13.
The sentence has been re-written": A possible selection bias could result from the doctors who are most likely to respond are also those who are most aware of the problem…" and all the manuscript revised in order to check other grammatical errors.
Introduction -The authors should provide a reference to the first claim they made under the introduction section.
The reference number 1 is now: WHO report on the global tobacco epidemic, 2009: Implementing smoke-free environments. Available from: http://www.who.int/tobacco/mpower/2009/gtcr_download/en/ Method -The whole method section should be re-written. After reading the methods, I could not understand exactly what was done to collect the data. It will be helpful if the authors can group each item under the method section and describe them in different paragraphs. In that case, readers can understand what items were used to gather the data and what sort of information were collected, by who and from who. They should also explain further and clearly the eligibility criteria.
The whole method section is re-written. There are now different paragraphs: Study design and participants, Information recollection, Data analysis; and the eligibility criteria explained.
-P7, lines 18-19 the authors should provide to readers the sources of the two ethical declarations they mentioned.
We mention the Helsinki Declaration and now is the reference 17: Declaration of Helsinki. Bulletin of the WHO 2001,79(4) . Available from: http://www.who.int/bulletin/archives/79%284%29373.pdf
The other sources of the other ethical declaration that we mentioned are provided now in the Bioethics Committee favourable certificate that is enclosed as an annex. Please see the annex enclosed.
Results -P7, line 28, "35" should be qualified with the word "age". RESPONSE Now you can read "…35 age group…" -P7, lines 23-47, the results were presented without referring readers to which Tables were being explained. Apparently, most of the figures cannot be found on the tables.
The results section is structured so that each paragraph presents results: sex and age (first paragraph), table 1 (second paragraph), table 2 (third paragraph)….
-Again, provide space between 95% and CI RESPONSE Thank you for the suggestion. It is provided now.
-Under the introduction section, the authors made the following statement "term "residents" or "resident physicians" in this article will refer to recent graduates from medical school who are licensed to practice medicine and are undergoing training in a medical specialty". BUT on p7, lines 38-40, they mentioned "88.5% of the residents analyzed were nonsmoker" and also mentioned "87.9% among only resident physicians". These statements appear the authors are talking about two different groups which is contrary to the above quotation from the introduction. Again on p8, line 13 they mentioned resident nurses so the question is, is the study about resident physicians or about all health workers? RESPONSE The "two different groups were due to consider them with or without the residents nurses. We have removed the nurse residents and re-calculated the results. Accordingly the study is about resident physicians.
Discussion -Under the methods section the authors mentioned that they followed the STROBE guidelines but this is not what they did under the discussion. They rather began the section with reports from what other people have done or reported which is a sharp contradiction to the prescriptions of the guidelines I suggest that the discussion should be re-written by following the STROBE guidelines. RESPONSE Following other reviewer indication about this comment, we have placed the first paragraph in the introduction section, and the discussion has been re-written. As mentioned before, a completed copy of the STROBE checklist is provided too.
Conclusion -The authors chose to make a concluding statement on mental health patients and other issues which are not part of the focus of the study. I suggest they should rather concentrate on the issues in their study.
